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Chapter 24

FAMILIES AND WORKPLACES

Copyright American Psychological Association. Not for further distribution.

E. Jeffrey Hill and Erin Kramer Holmes

In order to survive and thrive, every family must
both provide for and nurture its members. This
is true regardless of the particular structure, size,
ethnicity, religious affiliation, sexual orientation, or
cultural background of the family. Physical needs
of families are most frequently met through paid
labor in workplaces. Nurturing needs of individuals
are most commonly met by family members in the
home. Learning how to simultaneously provide for
and nurture one’s family in harmony is of interest
to everyone but very difficult to achieve. It is no
wonder that research on the interface between
families and workplaces has exploded during the
past half century (Allen & Eby, 2016), especially in
psychology (Hill & Holmes, 2016).
The purpose of this all-too-short chapter is to
examine the behemoth most commonly called work–
family research in the scholarly literature, with special
emphasis on that research done in psychology and/
or by psychologists. During the past few decades,
numerous scholarly handbooks (see Allen & Eby,
2016; Crane & Hill, 2009; Pitt-Catsouphes, Kossek,
& Sweet, 2006) and scholarly chapters (see Baltes,
Clark, & Chakrabarti, 2013; Bellavia & Frone, 2005;
Greenhaus & Allen, 2010) have been written on
this topic. We hope to distinguish our chapter in
several ways. To begin with, the title is not “Work and
Family”; instead, we have called our chapter “Families
and Workplaces.” By using two plural nouns, we hope
to better recognize the plethora of ways in which

both families and workplaces are diverse, and the
challenges that individuals have in making sense of
those two domains. There is no typical family. There
is no typical workplace. In this chapter we try to
account for many kinds of families and many kinds of
workplaces. In addition, notice the order of the words
in the title; in “Families and Workplaces,” we have
placed families first because we want to place special
emphasis on families.
Like other work and family chapters, we
examine and organize some of the research about
how families interact with workplaces. However,
in this chapter we used a unique methodology
to determine how we would sift the mountain of
work and family literature and to what we would
pay attention. We first quantitatively identified
the top work and family scholars in the world
as determined by citation counts. We did this by
looking on Google Scholar at those who identified
themselves in their profile with keywords like work
and family, work–family, work–life, etc. For those
without a Google Scholar profile (see https://scholar.
google.com/), we considered those belonging to the
Work and Family Researchers Network (see https://
workfamily.sas.upenn.edu/) as well as anyone else
we knew who had published highly cited work and
family research. To be included, the scholar must
have shown a history of consistently writing firstauthored work–family articles. We counted citations
of all of the scholar’s articles that were work and
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family articles, but did not count articles unrelated
to work and family. We then compared these scholars
on three quantitative measures from Google Scholar:
(a) total number of citations; (b) H-index (number
of work and family articles cited at least that number
of times—for example, someone with an H-index of
20 has had at least 20 citations to 20 articles); and
(c) number of work and family articles cited at least
100 times. We found a great diversity of scholars
while doing this exercise.
Of the top 25 scholars, eight had their disciplinary
home in management; seven in psychology; four in
family studies; three in family sociology; and one each
in economics, law, and women’s studies (see Table 24.1,
top 10 listed). Since this is a chapter in the APA
Handbook of Family Psychology, we wanted to be sure
to include at least one reference to each of the seven
psychologists who rank in the top 25.
We next identified the 40 most-cited work–family
articles of all time by looking at the work–family
articles published by top work–family scholars
(see Table 24.2, only top 10 listed). Of the journals
containing these articles, 19 have their disciplinary
home in psychology, 13 in management, five in family
studies, and two in sociology. In this chapter we
tried to include as many of these articles as possible,
particularly those published in the psychology
journals.
Next, we identified the most-cited meta-analyses
about work and family that we could locate. Since
each of these often represents dozens of work–

family articles, we wanted to be sure to include most
of these in our chapter as well (see Table 24.3, top
10 listed). It is interesting to note that nine out of
10 of these articles are published in journals whose
disciplinary home is psychology.
Finally, we approached top work–family scholars
with a Qualtrics survey about future directions in
work–family research. We have attempted to include
their perspectives. We hope that in following
this methodology, we take into account the truly
important research in this area.
This chapter is organized as follows: we first
identify key demographic trends. Next, we examine
major theoretical perspectives and methods used
in work–family research. We then create a families
and workplaces conceptual model to organize the
research findings that we summarize, emphasizing
families. Finally, we speculate on future research
directions.
DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS RELATED
TO FAMILIES AND WORKPLACES
American families and workplaces are dynamic. As
such, work and family scholars face the challenge of
not only acknowledging the multiple constellations
of families and workplace options in the United
States but also of understanding how changes in
each institution influence the other. Demographic
trends impact the way employers and employees
interact with one another in the workplace, the

TABLE 24.1
Most Cited Work–Family Scholars (as of May 5, 2018)
Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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Name

Work–family cites

Work–family H-index

Work–family 100+ cites

Discipline

Jeffrey Greenhaus
Phyllis Moen
Rosalind Barnett
Michael Frone
Ellen Kossek
Tammy Allen
Gary Powell
Joseph Grzywacz
Dawn Carlson
Leslie Hammer

22,301
16,439
14,934
12,978
12,863
12,330
12,231
9,929
9,066
7,745

48
66
58
34
51
44
47
37
30
40

34
44
43
19
33
27
27
26
17
19

Management
Sociology
Women’s studies
Psychology
Psychology
Psychology
Management
Family studies
Management
Family studies
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Copyright American Psychological Association. Not for further distribution.

Most Cited Work–Family Articles (as of May 5, 2018)
Rank

Year

Cites

APA reference

Discipline

1

1985

7,078

Management

2

1992

4,309

3

1996

2,827

4

2000

2,639

5

2006

2,530

6

1995

2,109

7

1998

2,071

8

2000

2,044

9

2001

1,933

10

2005

1,922

Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources and conflict between work and
family roles. The Academy of Management Review, 10, 76–88. http://dx.doi.
org/10.2307/258214
Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1992). Antecedents and outcomes of work–family
conflict: Testing a model of the work–family interface. Journal of Applied Psychology,
77, 65–78. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.1.65
Netemeyer, R. G., Boles, J. S., & McMurrian, R. (1996). Development and validation of
work–family conflict and family–work conflict scales. Journal of Applied Psychology,
81, 400–410. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400
Allen, T. D., Herst, D. E. L., Bruck, C. S., & Sutton, M. (2000). Consequences associated with
work-to-family conflict: A review and agenda for future research. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 5, 278–308. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.278
Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2006). When work and family are allies: A theory of work–
family enrichment. The Academy of Management Review, 31, 72–92. http://dx.doi.org/
10.2307/20159186
Thomas, L. T., & Ganster, D. C. (1995). Impact of family-supportive work variables on
work–family conflict and strain: A control perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology,
80, 6–15. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.6
Ernst Kossek, E., & Ozeki, C. (1998). Work–family conflict, policies, and the job–life
satisfaction relationship: A review and directions for organizational behavior–human
resources research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 139–149. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.139
Clark, S. C. (2000). Work/family border theory: A new theory of work/family balance.
Human Relations, 53, 747–770. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726700536001
Allen, T. D. (2001). Family-supportive work environments: The role of organizational
perceptions. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 58, 414–435. http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/
jvbe.2000.1774
Eby, L. T., Casper, W. J., Lockwood, A., Bordeaux, C., & Brinley, A. (2005). Work and family
research in IO/OB: Content analysis and review of the literature (1980–2002). Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 66, 124–197. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2003.11.003

trajectory of one’s career(s), individual needs during
the trajectory of one’s career(s), and the work–family
interface. Below, we highlight some key trends to
provide an overview of these dynamic landscapes.
According to the National Survey of Family
Growth (Copen, Daniels, Vespa, & Mosher, 2012),
during the second half of the 20th century and into
the 21st century, the age at first marriage increased in
the United States, more individuals chose to cohabit
prior to marriage (see Volume 1, Chapter 37, this
handbook), and about half of all U.S. marriages ended
in divorce. Further, roughly 40% of children were born
to unmarried parents (Hamilton, Martin, Osterman,
Curtin, & Matthews, 2015). Looking forward, it is
estimated that the elderly population in the United
States will double by 2050 (Ortman, Velkoff, & Hogan,

Psychology
Psychology
Psychology
Management
Psychology
Psychology

Management
Psychology
Psychology

2014). These trends highlight the diverse economic
and caregiving needs of American families, which must
be accommodated in their workplaces.
Diversity in families also includes a variety of
economic configurations such as single-earner
versus dual-earner households and rates of
unemployment/underemployment. For example,
according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
(2016), 81% of married-couple households had
at least one employed member, while 19% had
no employed member. Of those with at least
one employed member, 59% of married-couple
households were dual-earner, 25% were singleearner with only employed husbands, 8% were
single-earner with only employed wives, and 8%
were in other employment situations.
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Most Cited Work–Family Meta-Analyses (as of May 5, 2018)
Rank

Year

Cites

APA reference

1

2000

2,639

2

1998

2,071

3

2005

1,949

4

2005

1,930

5

2007

929

6

2007

778

7

2008

715

8

2011

691

9

2010

676

10

2005

560

Allen, T. D., Herst, D. E. L., Bruck, C. S., & Sutton, M. (2000). Consequences associated with
work-to-family conflict: A review and agenda for future research. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 5, 278–308. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.278
Ernst Kossek, E., & Ozeki, C. (1998). Work–family conflict, policies, and the job–life
satisfaction relationship: A review and directions for organizational behavior–human
resources research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 139–149. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.139
Eby, L. T., Casper, W. J., Lockwood, A., Bordeaux, C., & Brinley, A. (2005). Work and family
research in IO/OB: Content analysis and review of the literature (1980–2002). Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 66, 124–197. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2003.11.003
Byron, K. (2005). A meta-analytic review of work–family conflict and its antecedents. Journal
of Vocational Behavior, 67, 169–198. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.009.
Ford, M. T., Heinen, B. A., & Langkamer, K. L. (2007). Work and family satisfaction and
conflict: A meta-analysis of cross-domain relations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92,
57–80. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.57
Gajendran, R. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2007). The good, the bad, and the unknown
about telecommuting: Meta-analysis of psychological mediators and individual
consequences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1524–1541. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1524
Gilboa, S., Shirom, A., Fried, Y., & Cooper, C. (2008). A meta-analysis of work demand
stressors and job performance: Examining main and moderating effects. Personnel
Psychology, 61, 227–271. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.00113.x
Amstad, F. T., Meier, L. L., Fasel, U., Elfering, A., & Semmer, N. K. (2011). A meta-analysis
of work–family conflict and various outcomes with a special emphasis on cross-domain
versus matching-domain relations. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16,
151–169. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0022170
Bianchi, S. M., & Milkie, M. A. (2010). Work and family research in the first decade of the
21st century. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72, 705–725. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
j.1741-3737.2010.00726.x
Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & Viswesvaran, C. (2005). Convergence between measures of
work-to-family and family-to-work conflict: A meta-analytic examination. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 67, 215–232. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.05.004

30% of families are single-parent households
(either single mother or single father), due to divorce,
death, separation, never marrying, or living apart
from one’s spouse. Among families of other marital
statuses with children, the mother was employed in
71% of families maintained by mothers in 2015, and
the father was employed in 82% of those maintained
by fathers (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016).
The presence and age of children and the gender
of the parent also affect demographic workplace
trends. Mothers with younger children are less likely
to be in the labor force than mothers with older
children. Mothers with children under 6 years old
were less likely to be employed than those whose
382

Discipline
Psychology
Psychology

Psychology
Psychology
Psychology
Psychology

Psychology
Psychology

Family
studies
Psychology

youngest child was 6 to 17 years old (64% vs. 74%).
The participation rate of mothers with infants under
1 year old was 58%. In 2015, 93% of all men with
children under age 18 participated in the labor force.
The rate for married fathers, at 94%, continued to
be higher than the participation rate of fathers with
other marital statuses (87%; Alterman, Luckhaupt,
Dahlhamer, Ward, & Calvert, 2013).
Average work hours are also influenced by
the presence of children in the home, the type
of household (single-earner vs. dual-earner),
employment status, ability to work from home, and
education (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015).
For example, 58% of self-employed workers report

Copyright American Psychological Association. Not for further distribution.

Families and Workplaces

some time working from home, while only 20% of
wage and salary workers report working from home.
Education level further impacts these trends. Only
9% of workers with less than a high school diploma
spent some time working at home, while 37% with a
bachelor’s degree or higher worked from home.
In May 2016, the national unemployment rate
was 4.7%, with 7.4 million unemployed persons in
the United States (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,
2016). The long-term unemployment rate (i.e., those
without jobs for 27 or more weeks) was 1.2% or
1.9 million persons. Unemployment rates vary
by gender, race, age, and parenthood status. For
example, 4.3% of adult men versus 4.2% of adult
women were unemployed; 4.1% of Whites were
unemployed, while 5.6% of Hispanics, 8.2% of
African Americans, 4.1% of Asians, and 16% of
teenagers were unemployed.
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES
ON FAMILIES AND WORKPLACES
Undergirding research related to families and
workplaces are several prominent theoretical
perspectives. In this chapter we briefly describe
three of them: ecological systems framework, role
theory, and boundary theory.

Ecological Systems Framework
According to Bronfenbrenner’s (1986) ecological
systems theory, individuals develop within the
context of several environmental systems including
the microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macro
system, and chronosystem (see Volume 1, Chapter 9,
this handbook). Voydanoff’s (2002) application
of this theory to work–family research has been
widely utilized (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). In this
framework, work and family are distinct micro
systems; when these two microsystems interact, it
is identified as the work–family mesosystem. This
theory becomes particularly useful for work–family
scholars, as the theory posits that features of family
life may influence the relationship between work and
family characteristics, work–family conflict (WFC),
and work and family outcomes.
Though less explored in the work–family
interface, the ecological systems framework also

proposes links between work, family, and child
development. In the case of the work–family
interface, parents’ work environments and the
family are each part of systems affecting children’s
development. This perspective suggests that parents’
work—an exosystem—affects child development
through its influence on family processes, such as
spillover between work and family and its effect on
parent–child relationship quality (Bumpus, Crouter,
& McHale, 2006; St. George & Fletcher, 2011). In
other words, the experiences parents have at work
are likely to impact their interactions with children at
home, thereby influencing the children themselves.

Role Theory
Role theory posits two fundamentally different
perspectives relevant to the work–family interface
(Barnett & Gareis, 2006b). On the one hand, role
strain suggests that individuals experience conflict
and stress as they attempt to meet the demands and
responsibilities of multiple roles (Goode, 1960). The
greater the number of roles, the greater the conflict.
Ultimately, time and energy spent fulfilling the duties
of one role takes away from time and energy available
for other roles, and stressors associated with one
role negatively impact performance in other roles
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Role strain perspective
assumes a zero-sum game, wherein time and energy
allocated to work would subtract time and energy
from family and vice versa.
On the other hand, role enhancement proposes
that participation in one role brings about rewards
and privileges that enhance performance in other
roles (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Marks, 1977;
Voydanoff, 2002). For example, praise given at
work may increase psychological well-being, which
in turn improves parents’ interactions with their
children at home. Similarly, positive interactions at
home may increase self-efficacy, thereby improving
productivity in the workplace. Being an employee
and being a parent both require significant amounts
of time and energy. It is important to understand the
relationship between these competing roles; whether
it is one of conflict or enhancement; and how it
affects home life, including parents, children, and
the relationships each share (Buehler, O’Brien, &
Walls, 2011). With a role enhancement perspective,
383
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the purpose is to find several complementary roles
that work together in harmony; it is not to cut back on
the number of roles.

Copyright American Psychological Association. Not for further distribution.

Boundary Theory
Boundary theory was developed as a natural
extension and specific application of role theory
situated within the ecological systems framework
(Bellavia & Frone, 2005). This theory focuses on the
boundaries between a person’s family roles and roles
in the workplace. These boundaries include location,
time, and psychological presence (Ashforth, Kreiner,
& Fugate, 2000). Clark (2000) explained it this way:
People are border-crossers who make
daily transitions between two worlds—
the world of work and the world of
family . . . Work/family [boundary]
theory is an attempt to explain this
complex interaction between bordercrossers, and their work and family
lives, to predict when conflict will
occur, and give a framework for
attaining balance. (p. 748)
The degree to which the boundary between
family and workplaces is permeable is a key point of
analysis with boundary theory. For example, when
the physical boundary between work and family is
very permeable (e.g., working from home on the
living room table while the children are playing on
the floor at your side), there is greater potential for
work–family conflict. In general, the more permeable
the boundary between work and family, the greater
integration of roles with the attendant potential for
both greater work–family conflict and greater work–
family facilitation. The less permeable the boundary
between work and family, the greater segmentation of
roles with the potential for less work–family conflict
and less work–family facilitation.
MEASURES OF THE WORK–FAMILY
INTERFACE
To organize our summary of the research, we have
developed a conceptual model of the work–family
interface (see Figure 24.1). Models like this have been
used previously with more specific research questions
384

(see Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Grandey &
Cropanzano, 1999; Hill, Yang, Hawkins, & Ferris,
2004). We begin by explaining the model. At the
heart of the model are measures of the work–family
interface (see boxes A, B, C). A key assumption
is that the mutual influences of work and family
are bidirectional (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992;
Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997): work-to-family
(box A) and family-to-work (box B). Given that
the bidirectional influence of work and family can
be negative or positive, in box A we have both
work-to-family conflict (WFC) and work-to-family
facilitation (WFF), and in box B we have both
family-to-work conflict (FWC) and family-towork facilitation (FWF). The conflict variables,
WFC and FWC, are defined as “a form of inter-role
conflict in which the role pressures from the work
and family domains are mutually incompatible so
that participation in one role [home] is made more
difficult by participation in another role [work]”
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77) and vice versa.
The facilitation variables, WFF and FWF, are defined
as, “the extent to which participation in one domain
[work] promotes enhanced engagement or processes
in another [family]” (Grzywacz, 2002, p. 1) and vice
versa. Of these four measures of the work–family
interface, WFC is by far the most studied. There are
global measures of the work–family interface (see
box C): work–family balance and fit. Frone (2003)
defined work–family balance as, “ . . . low levels
of inter-role conflict and high levels of inter-role
facilitation . . . ” (p. 145).

Predictors of the Work–Family Interface
The predictors of measures of the work–family
interface can be categorized by those situated in
the workplace (see Figure 24.1, box D) and those
situated in the home: individual predictors (see
Figure 24.1, box E) and family predictors (see
Figure 24.1, box F). In this section, we examine
these three predictors.

Predictors Situated in Workplaces
We first examine four predictors of the work–
family interface situated in workplaces: work
hours, workplace flexibility, shift work, and

Copyright American Psychological Association. Not for further distribution.
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(D) Workplace Predictors

(E) Individual Predictors

(F) Family Predictors

- Work hours
- Workplace flexibility
- Shift work
- Work support

- Gender
- Personality
- Depression
- Stress

- Family structure
- Earner status
- Family conflict
- Dependent care demands
- Life cycle stage
- Family rituals/routines

(A) Work -to-Family

(B) Family-to-Work

- Conflict (WFC)
- Facilitation (WFF)

- Conflict (FWC)
- Facilitation (FWF)

(C) Work–Family
- Work–Family Balance
- Work–Family Fit

(G) Personal Outcomes
- Life satisfaction
- Health
- Stress
- Depression
- Sleep

(H) Family Outcomes
- Marital/family
satisfaction
- Family rituals/routines
- Childbearing/fertility

(I) Workplace Outcomes
- Job satisfaction
- Turnover intention
- Job commitment
- Work performance

FIGURE 24.1.   Families and workplaces: a model of the work–family interface.
FWC = family-to-work conflict; FWF = family-to-work facilitation; WFC = work–family
conflict; WFF = work-to-family facilitation.

work support. Note that in reporting results from
meta-analyses, k stands for the number of studies
in the meta-analysis and r stands for the mean
correlation of the relationship between variables
of interest. Thus, the statement “the variable of
work hours was strongly related to WFC (k = 22,
r = .26)” would be interpreted as “the mean
correlation between work hours and WFC in
22 studies was .26.”

Work hours.   It is generally assumed that longer
work hours lead to a more problematic interface
between families and workplaces. In general, the
research bears this out. Ng and Feldman’s metaanalysis (2008) found that work hours were strongly
related to WFC (k = 43, r = .48) and to FWC (k = 26,
r = .39). Byron’s meta-analysis (2005) also found
work hours to be positively related to WFC (k = 22,
r = .26) but not to FWC (k = 22, r = .01). Long hours
385
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in the workplace predicted lower quality father–
adolescent relationships, including lower levels of
acceptance and higher levels of conflict for fathers
who also perceived high levels of overload (Crouter,
Bumpus, Head, & McHale, 2001).
Workplace flexibility.   Workplace flexibility is
defined as “the ability of workers to make choices
influencing when, where, and for how long they
engage in work-related tasks” (Hill et al., 2008,
p. 152). The ability to make these choices fosters
a sense of autonomy and control in the individual,
which leads to more positive perceptions of how work
and family interact. Research studies consistently
demonstrate that workplace flexibility is related
to lower levels of WFC as well as FWC. Byron’s
meta-analysis (2005) found schedule flexibility
(i.e., ability to choose when work is done) predicted
lower WFC (k = 8, r = −.30) and lower FWC
(k = 8, r = −.17). In their meta-analysis, Gajendran
and Harrison (2007) found that telecommuting
(i.e., ability to choose where work is done) also
predicted lower WFC (k = 19, r = −.11). They also
found that telecommuting more than 2.5 days per
week “accentuated telecommuting’s beneficial effects
on work–family conflict” (Gajendran & Harrison,
2007, p. 1524). However, in their meta-analysis,
Mesmer-Magnus and Viswesvaran (2006) found no,
or very weak, relationship between flexibility and
WFC (k = 5, r = .00) and FWC (k = 5, r = .06).
In the most extensive meta-analysis completed to
date, Allen, Johnson, Kiburz, and Shockley (2013)
found WFC was associated with lower WFC (k = 58,
r = −.11) but not meaningfully related to FWC
(k = 31, r = −.03). Using break-point analysis with a
large sample of U.S. workers, Hill, Hawkins, Ferris,
and Weitzman (2001) found that employees with
workplace flexibility were able to work an average of
8 hours per week more before reporting WFC than
those without workplace flexibility. They repeated
their study internationally in 75 countries with
similar results (Hill, Erickson, Holmes, & Ferris,
2010). In general, workplace flexibility benefits
families and workplaces. However, some research
suggests that many workers do not use flexibility
even when offered, possibly out of fear of attached
stigmas (Williams, Blair-Loy, & Berdahl, 2013).
386

Shift work.   Shift work involves work outside
the typical schedule of 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday
through Friday, such as hours of employment
during nonstandard or alternative hours, including
weekends. It is generally thought to contribute to
WFC. Barnett, Gareis, and Brennan (2008) found
that nurses who worked a schedule other than
the day shift reported significantly greater WFC.
There has been some exploration of the relationship
between shift work and parenting quality for both
mothers and fathers. Barnett and Gareis (2006a)
found no associations between maternal shift
work and maternal reported parenting quality,
while Davis, Crouter, and McHale (2006) found
that fathers working nonstandard shifts reported
knowing less about their children’s daily activities.
Work support.   Having a family-friendly workplace
consisting of a suite of family-friendly programs,
a culture which supports the whole person, and
a supportive supervisor have been found to relate
to reduced WFC (Allen, 2001). In their metaanalysis, Mesmer-Magnus and Viswesvaran (2006)
found that supervisor support predicted lower
WFC (k = 7, r = −.19), but the relationship with
FWC (k = 6, r = −.08) was weaker. Byron’s metaanalysis (2005) found work support predicted
lower WFC (k = 17, r = −.19) and FWC (k = 17,
r = −.12). Further, Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, and
Hammer’s meta-analysis (2011) found WFC
was negatively associated with four measures of
support: organizational support (k = 12, r = −.22),
organizational work–family support (k = 47,
r = −.36), supervisor support (k = 25, r = −.15), and
supervisor work–family support (k = 65, r = −.25).

Predictors Situated in Homes
Individual predictors.   Individual predictors of
the work–family interface are located in the person.
We next examine four individual predictors of
the work–family interface: gender, personality,
depression, and stress.
Gender.   It is assumed that men and women
may experience the interface between families and
workplaces distinctly. However, the research in this
domain is ambiguous. While Byron’s meta-analysis
(2005) found gender was seemingly unrelated to
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both WFC (k = 27, r = −.03) and FWC (k = 27,
r = .06), others have found a significant effect of
gender on women’s work–life conflict, with longer
work hours predicting higher levels of conflict for
women only (Hogan, Hogan, Hodgins, Kinman, &
Bunting, 2014). Current estimates continue to refer
to a “motherhood penalty” whereby women who
become mothers experience a 5% wage gap per child
(Anderson, Binder, & Krause, 2003), were offered
lower starting salaries (Correll, Benard, & Paik, 2007),
and were often in less lucrative career paths, promoted
less frequently, and sometimes denied the best clients
(Roth, 2006). Of course women are not the only ones
experiencing gendered effects in the work–family
interface. WFC increased more for men between 1977
and 1997 than it did for women (Winslow, 2005).
Personality.   Numerous work–family studies
have looked at the relationship of the Big Five
personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to
experience) and the work–family interface. Allen
et al.’s meta-analysis (2012) found that, of the Big
Five personality traits, the largest effect sizes were
between neuroticism predicting greater WFC
(k = 27, r = .31) and greater FWC (k = 20, r = .27).
Conscientiousness predicted lower WFC (k = 21,
r = −.16) and lower FWC (k = 14, r = −.20). The
other three personality traits (openness, extroversion,
and agreeableness) had weak relationships to WFC
and FWC (Rxy between .10 and −.10). In their metaanalysis, Michel, Clark, and Jaramillo (2011) found
that neuroticism not only had the strongest positive
relationship with WFC (k = 70, r = .29) but also
had the strongest negative relationship with WFF
(k = 14, r = −.14). Of the Big Five personality traits,
conscientiousness most strongly predicted lower
WFC (k = 20, r = −.22).
Depression.   Research on the relationship between
emotional well-being and workplace effectiveness
suggests that depression could have negative
implications for the workplace (Martin, 2010).
Researchers in the European Union have linked
depression with increased absenteeism and early
retirement (Mcdaid, Curran, & Knapp, 2005), and
impaired work performance and decreased workplace
safety (Haslam, Atkinson, Brown, & Haslam, 2005).
Because of economic costs and management

challenges associated with depression, some have
labeled depression “the occupational disability of the
new millennium” (Raderstorf, 2001, p. 57).
Stress.   Stress has been considered a
consequence of negative work experience, or as
a personal negative state (Di Virgilio, Bova, &
Holt, 2015), though the personal negative state is
also usually considered an outcome of a negative
workplace situation. Chronic job stress has been
negatively correlated with employee anxiety,
depression, and health problems (de Croon,
Sluiter, Blonk, Broersen, & Frings-Dresen, 2004;
Noone, 2008). It has also been associated with
organizational factors such as increased turnover,
increased sick leave, reduced morale, and lower
quality service (de Croon et al., 2004; Noone, 2008).
Family predictors.   Several important predictors of
the work–family interface are inherently part of the
family. We now consider five predictors of the work–
family interface: family structure, family conflict,
dependent care demands, life cycle stage, and family
rituals/routines.
Family structure.   Part of the diversity of families
in the families and workplaces interface is family
structure. Marital status, earner status (e.g., singleearner, dual-earner), and presence of children are
just a few of the aspects of family structure that have
been examined. Ernst Kossek and Ozeki (1998)
not only found a negative relationship between
WFC and job life satisfaction but found that
couples in dual-career families had the strongest
negative effect. Subsequent studies have found
family structure to be correlated with psychological
distress for single fathers (Janzen & Kelly, 2012),
burnout for single mothers (Robinson, Magee, &
Caputi, 2016), work quality and FWF for single
fathers (Janzen & Kelly, 2012), and WFC for single
mothers (Minnotte, 2012). Interestingly, having
other adults in the household may reduce WFC for
single parents but not partnered parents (Minnotte,
2012). Furthermore, while studies do find that
single fathers struggle compared to married fathers,
previous scholarship suggests that not only do single
fathers have greater financial resources, they also
receive greater support from kinship networks than
single mothers (Hilton & Kopera-Frye, 2007).
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Family conflict.   Conflict experienced in
families has been shown to be positively related to
both WFC and FWC. Byron’s meta-analysis (2005)
found family conflict to be positively related to
WFC (k = 8, r = .35) and to FWC (k = 8, r = .32).
Dependent care demands.   It is generally assumed
that the greater the dependent care demands, the
more problematic the interface between families
and workplaces. Byron’s meta-analysis (2005)
partially supported this assumption. He found that
the amount of time spent in the work of the home
(housework, childcare, home maintenance) was
unrelated to WFC (k = 10, r = −.02) but predicted
higher FWC (k = 10, r = .21). This relationship
appears to vary by gender. The level of responsibility
for dependent care is related to greater WFC for
mothers but less WFC for fathers (Hill, Hawkins,
Martinson, & Ferris, 2003).
Life cycle stage.   As an individual moves through
broad stages of the life cycle (e.g., single, partnered,
partnered with children, empty nest) it is natural
that experiences with the families and workplaces
interface would vary. Byron’s meta-analysis (2005)
found that older age of the youngest child was
associated with lower WFC (k = 9, r = −.17)
and lower FWC (k = 9, r = −.22). Hill, Erickson,
Fellows, Martinengo, and Allen (2014) found that
older workers (age 55 or over) reported lower WFC
and FWC but greater workplace flexibility, life
satisfaction, and job satisfaction than middle-aged
and young workers.
Family rituals/routines.   Several studies have
shown that family rituals and routines can influence
the perception of WFC. For example, in a study of
IBM employees, Jacob, Allen, Hill, Mead, and Ferris
(2008) found that having a regular daily family
mealtime totally mediated the relationship between
long work hours and WFC.
OUTCOMES OF THE WORK–FAMILY
INTERFACE FOR FAMILIES
AND WORKPLACES
Research has documented many significant
outcomes of the work–family interface. We now
examine some of these outcomes, some of which are
situated in individuals and others in families.
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Outcomes Situated in Families
Individual outcomes.  Meta-analyses show several
individual outcomes of the work–family interface.
We first examine five of these outcomes: life
satisfaction, health, stress, depression, and sleep.
Life satisfaction.   In their meta-analysis, Amstad,
Meier, Fasel, Elfering, and Semmer (2011) found
that both WFC (k = 12, r = −.31) and FWC (k =
9, r = −.22) predicted lower life satisfaction, as did
Mesmer-Magnus and Viswesvaran (2005) (WFC:
k =7, r = −.31; FWC: k =7, r = −.25). McNall,
Nicklin, and Masuda (2010) found that WFF (k
= 4, r = .32) was associated with increased life
satisfaction, but they did not locate any studies to
test the relationship of FWF to life satisfaction.
Health.   In their meta-analysis, Amstad et al.
(2011) found that both WFC (k = 4, r = .28)
and FWC (k = 4, r = .24) predicted more health
problems. In a separate meta-analysis, MesmerMagnus and Viswesvaran (2005) found that both
WFC (k =9, r = −.26) and FWC (k =9, r = −.27)
were nearly equally associated with poorer health.
Hammer and Sauter (2013) found work–life stress
to be associated with many poor health outcomes
such as smoking, poor diet, less exercise, and
decreased sleep time. These findings are consistent
with the results of Frone, Russell, and Cooper’s
(1997) 4-year longitudinal study suggesting that
FWC was positively related to depression, poor
physical health, heavy alcohol use, and incidence
of hypertension over time. However, McNall et al.
(2010) found that both WFC (k = 13, r = .21) and
FWC (k = 13, r = .21) were equally associated with
greater physical/mental health. Moen, DempsterMcClain, and Williams (1992) found that women’s
occupation of multiple roles was positively
associated with health. Indeed, not all features of
work life are negatively correlated with one’s health.
Greater WFF and FWF predicted more positive
reports of physical health as well as fewer reports of
chronic health problems (Grzywacz, 2000).
Stress.   In their meta-analysis, Amstad et al.
(2011) found that both WFC (k = 6, r = .54) and
FWC (k = 4, r = .39) predicted greater stress. In
another meta-analysis, Ford, Heinen, and Langkamer
(2007) found that job stress had the strongest
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corrected correlation with WFC of the four workto-family predictors they explored (stress, job
involvement, work support, and hours worked).
Work hours have not been correlated with job stress
(Barnett & Brennan, 1995, 1997; Gareis & Barnett,
2002) but have been correlated with psychological
distress. Using longitudinal data, Wethington and
Kessler (1989) found that married women who
increased their work hours incrementally over a
3-year period reported fewer distress symptoms.
Women who decreased their hours from full- to
part-time did not change their symptoms, while
women who made large decreases from full-time
employment to no employment reported increased
psychological distress. Further, job complexity,
such as the degree to which the job consists of
nonrepetitive, nonroutine activities, was associated
with less distress in both cross-sectional (Barnett &
Brennan, 1995) and longitudinal analyses (Barnett
& Brennan, 1997).
Aside from psychological distress, others have
explored role stressors in family life, including
questions about how role stressors spill over
between work and family. One of the most highly
cited articles in this arena was by Bolger, DeLongis,
Kessler, and Wethington (1989). The authors
discovered that role overloads at home spill over
into role overloads at work, particularly for men.
The authors included arguments at home and
arguments at work in their exploration, and they
discovered that arguments at home were correlated
with arguments at work. An important gender
difference they highlighted was that women
experienced significantly more home overload than
did men. Fortunately, social support in both work
and family reduces role stressors. As role stressors
decrease, so does WFC (Carlson & Perrewe, 1999).
Depression.   WFC has been linked to depression
(Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000). Higher levels
of depressive symptoms have been associated with
perceived role overload, and working evening or
night shifts (Perry-Jenkins, Goldberg, Pierce, &
Sayer, 2007). Additionally, many adults, particularly
women, are not in their desired work situations
(Holmes, Erickson, & Hill, 2012; Jacob, 2008). The
prevalence of employment mismatches has been
correlated with increased depressive symptoms for

mothers across the first 3 years of the transition to
parenthood (Holmes et al., 2012).
Sleep.   Research shows that WFC increases the
likelihood of insomnia and reduces self-reported
sleep quality and quantity (Barnes, Wagner, &
Ghumman, 2012; Burgard & Ailshire, 2009;
Maume, Sebastian, & Bardo, 2009). Fortunately,
increased control over work hours and subsequent
reductions in WFC improve sleep (Olson et al.,
2015). Sleep is impacted by work hours, work
schedules, control over work hours, and WFC.
Time use studies suggest that U.S. employees
experience a 2-hour reduction in sleep for every
one additional hour they work (Basner et al., 2007).
Mothers who worked more than 35 hours per week
or who worked nonstandard work schedules were
more likely to experience insufficient sleep (Kalil,
Dunifon, Crosby, & Houston Su, 2014).
Family outcomes.   Meta-analyses reveal several
important family outcomes related to the work–
family interface. We now examine three of these
outcomes: marital/family satisfaction, family rituals/
routines, and childbearing/fertility.
Marital/family satisfaction.   In their meta-analysis,
Amstad et al. (2011) found that both WFC (k = 12,
r = −.17) and FWC (k = 5, r = −.29) predicted
lower marital satisfaction. Similarly, other metaanalyses have found WFC and FWC to predict
lower family satisfaction. (Shockley & Singla, 2011:
WFC [k = 55, r = −.20] and FWC [k = 44, r = −.22];
Amstad et al., 2011: WFC [k = 13, r = −.18] and
FWC [k = 12, r = −.21]). This relationship between
work–family and marriage/family can be seen not
only in measuring conflict but also in measuring
facilitation: Shockley and Singla (2011) found that
both WFF (k = 18, r = .18) and FWF (k = 14, r = .31)
predicted greater family satisfaction, as did McNall
et al. (2010; WFF: k = 12, r = .14; FWF: k = 12,
r = .43).
Family rituals/routines.  Family mealtimes
are a key family routine because they have been
correlated with positive family processes, which
may serve as protective factors for individual family
members (Eisenberg, Olson, Neumark-Sztainer,
Story, & Bearinger, 2004; Fiese et al., 2002; Jacob
et al., 2008). Little research has focused on how the
spillover of work into regular routines or rituals
389
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may either moderate or mediate other features of
the work–family interface. One unique exception
is an exploration by Jacob et al. (2008), using a
sample of IBM employees who were also parents.
Work interference with family mealtime mediated
the relationship between work hours and key family
outcomes such as success in personal life, the
perception of an emotionally healthy workplace, and
the nature of family relationships (such as spousal
and parent–child relationships).
Childbearing/fertility.   It has been speculated
that precipitously low birthrates in some countries
have been associated with higher levels of WFC;
however, data have been inconclusive. Galovan,
Feistman, Stowe, and Hill (2015) found that WFF
was associated with greater family formation–work
fit and that WFC and FWC were both associated
with lower family formation–work fit. Call, Sheffield,
Trail, Yoshida, and Hill (2008) found no relationship
between WFC and fertility.

Outcomes Situated in Workplaces
Job satisfaction.   In general, measures of conflict
(WFC and FWC) are associated with decreased job
satisfaction, and measures of facilitation (WFF and
FWF) are associated with increased job satisfaction.
In three separate meta-analyses, Shockley and Singla
(2011), Amstad et al. (2011), and Mesmer-Magnus
and Viswesvaran (2005) found that both WFC
(k = 140, r = −.25; k = 54, r = −.26; k = 8, r = −.14)
and FWC (k = 91, r = −.14; k = 35, r = −.13; k = 8,
r = −.18) predicted lower job satisfaction. On the
other hand, Shockley and Singla (2011) as well as
McNall et al. (2010) found that both WFF (k = 22,
r = .37; k = 14, r = .34) and FWF (k = 18, r = .22;
k = 15, r = .20) predicted greater job satisfaction.
Turnover intentions.  Mesmer-Magnus and
Viswesvaran’s (2005) meta-analysis found
that WFC was associated with organizational
withdrawal behaviors (k =, r = .20). Similarly,
in their meta-analysis, Amstad et al. (2011)
found that both WFC (k = 16, r = .21) and FWC
(k = 24, r = .17) predicted intention to leave the
company. However, McNall et al. (2010) did not
find any meaningful association between turnover
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intentions and both WFF (k = 4, r = −.07) and
FWF (k = 4, r = .02).
Job commitment.  The variable opposite of turnover
intentions is job commitment. In their meta-analysis,
Amstad et al. (2011) found that both WFC (k = 14,
r = −.17) and FWC (k = 10, r = −.15) predicted
lower organizational commitment. In their metaanalysis, McNall et al. (2010) found that both WFF
(k = 5, r = .35) and FWF (k = 8, r = .24) were
associated with greater affective commitment to
the job.
Work performance.   Finally, several meta-analyses
indicate a relationship between conflict in the work–
family interface and diminished work performance.
For example, Amstad et al. (2011) found that both
WFC (k = 10, r = −.11) and FWC (k = 8, r = −.20)
predicted poorer work-related performance. More
specifically, Gilboa, Shirom, Fried, and Cooper
(2008) found that WFC predicted poorer general
performance (k = 12, r = −.12) and poorer selfrated performance (k = 6, r = −.16) but did not
meaningfully predict supervisor-rated performance
(k = 5, r = −.05).
SUMMARY AND DIRECTIONS
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Our review of research related to the interface of
families and workplaces documents that successfully
navigating this interface is key to a plethora of
important outcomes situated in families and
workplaces. In families this successful navigation
is associated with greater life satisfaction, better
health, lower stress, less depression, improved sleep
quality and quantity, greater marital satisfaction,
and higher family satisfaction. In workplaces, it is
related to improved job satisfaction, lower turnover
intentions, greater job commitment, and improved
work performance.
We conclude our foray into the milieu of
families and workplaces with suggestions for future
scholarly work. Our survey of leading work–family
scholars (18 out of the 25 most highly cited scholars
responded) highlighted two key areas for future
research: policies and diversity.
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Future research should study the process by
which organizations (and nations) move to a more
family-friendly culture. What have organizations
(and nations) done that works to improve the
adoption of existing work–family policies to reduce
stigma associated with their use? With our aging
society and workforce, added emphasis should be
given to studying reduced workload options (e.g.,
part-time employment, leaves, etc.). In light of
the objective of a paid parental leave policy in the
United States, more research should be done on
the effects of such policies that have already been
enacted in a number of states. Though childcare has
been studied extensively, we need more research on
elder care (see Chapter 7, this volume). We should
broaden the meaning of dependent care to include
both childcare and elder care.
Future research should also include more
cross-cultural perspectives, especially studies from
countries in the developing world. Most scholarly
work examining families and workplaces has
been conducted in the United States, Europe, and
Australia. More work should be done in Asia, South
America, and Africa. Within all national contexts,
there should also be greater focus on how markers
of social advantage (e.g., income, education,
occupation, race) influence the work–family
interface. This may lead to strategies for workplace
redesign that reduce rather than increase social
inequality.
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